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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature Of The Case 
Brandon Laursen appeals from the order withholding judgment entered 
upon a jury verdict of guilty to two counts of burglary. Specifically, Laursen 
contends the district court erred in excluding testimony at trial that Laursen 
suffered from post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) on the date he committed 
the burglaries. 
Statement Of Facts And Course Of Proceedings 
The Coeur d'Alene police responded to a call to dispatch that Laursen 
was "a suspicious" male yelling outside the window of a woman he did not know 
at 6:30 in the morning. (PSI, p.3.) Officers located a number of items stolen 
from the vehicles of two separate people in Laursen's belongings. (Id.) The 
state charged Laursen with two count of burglary. (R., pp.37-38.) Laursen pied 
not guilty and the matter proceeded to jury trial. (See generally, JT Tr.) 
Prior to the admission of evidence, the state moved the court to exclude 
"any reference to the defendant having or not having PTSD." (JT Tr., p.26, 
Ls.22-23.) Laursen objected to "his mental state or any questions about his 
mental state being excluded." (JT Tr., p.28, Ls.24-25.) The district court 
excluded "any reference to a diagnosis of Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder" (JT 
Tr., p.30, Ls.8-9), but did rule that if Laursen testified at trial, he would be 
"allowed to talk about his mental state that night" (JT Tr., p.31, Ls.16-17). 
The matter proceeded to jury trial where Laursen was found guilty of both 
counts of burglary. (R., p.105; JT Tr., p.287, L.20 - p.288, L.6.) The district 
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court withheld judgment and placed Laursen on probation for five years. (R., 
pp.110-114; 1/29/13 Tr., p.9, L.23 - p.10, L.2.) Laursen timely appealed from 
theentryofwithheldjudgment. (R., pp.115-118.) 
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ISSUE 
Laursen states the issue on appeal as: 
Did the district court violate Mr. Laursen's due process right to 
present a defense when the court declared that Mr. Laursen would 
not be able to testify that he suffers from anxiety and flashbacks as 
a result of his military service? 
(Appellant's brief, p.6.) 
The state rephrases the issue on appeal as: 
Has Laursen failed to show that the district court abused its discretion in 
granting the state's motion to exclude testimony that Laursen suffered from 
PTSD at the time he committed the two burglaries? 
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ARGUMENT 
Laursen Has Failed To Show That The District Court Abused Its Discretion In 
Excluding Testimony From Laursen That He Suffered From PTSD 
Introduction 
district court ruled Laursen was not 
on the evening he committed two burglaries. Laursen argues on 
such exclusion was a violation of his constitutional right present a 
defense because there was "simply no basis under the Idaho Rules of Evidence 
to exclude such testimony." (Appellant's p.10.) 
However, a review of the record, in light of the applicable legal standards, 
supports the district court's determination that such testimony was irrelevant. As 
such, the district court did not err when it excluded from trial Laursen's testimony 
that he suffered from PTSD. 
B. Standard Of Review 
The trial court has broad discretion in the admission and exclusion 
of evidence and its decision to admit or exclude evidence will be reversed only 
when there has been a clear abuse of that discretion. State v. Howard, 135 
Idaho 727,721, 24 P.3d 44, 48 (2001); State v. Robinett, 141 Idaho 110,112, 
106 P.3d 436, 438 (2005). Relevance is a question of law that is subject to free 
review. State v. Diggs, 141 Idaho 303, 305, 108 P.3d 1003, 1005 (Ct. App. 
2005) (citation omitted). 
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C. Laursen Has Failed To Show That The District Court Abused Its 
Discretion 
Laursen has failed to demonstrate that the district court's exclusion of his 
testimony that he had PTSD at the time he committed two burglaries was error. 
Laursen argues on appeal that the district court prevented him from testifying he 
suffered "from anxiety and flashbacks resulting from his military service" and that 
such testimony was "relevant to the intent element" of burglary. (Appellant's 
brief, p.9.) Laursen contends his testimony would have been offered "without 
mentioning a diagnosis of PTSD." (Id.) 
Evidence that Laursen suffered from symptoms of PTSD at the time of the 
burglaries was irrelevant and therefore properly excluded. Idaho Code § 18-207 
provides that mental illness is not a defense to a crime. Admission, pursuant to 
the rules of evidence, of evidence regarding any state of mind "which is an 
element of the offense" is specifically allowed. I.C. § 18-207(3). This statute 
prevents any sort of absolute defense based upon mental condition, but does not 
reduce the state's burden of proving the requisite mental state necessary to 
commit the crime. See State v. Beam, 109 Idaho 616, 621, 710 P.2d 526, 531 
(1985). The mental state necessary to prove burglary as Laursen was charged 
is the intent to commit the crime of theft upon entry of a vehicle. See Idaho 
Code§ 18-1401. Laursen has failed to allege how the existence of PTSD would 
negate his intent to commit the crime of theft. As such, any testimony regarding 
an unsupported diagnosis of PTSD was irrelevant and properly excluded by the 
district court. 
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Contrary to Laursen's position on appeal, the district court did not exciude 
testimony of his mental state at the time of the burglaries, it just limited his 
testimony to prevent an unsupported diagnosis of PTSD. In limiting testimony 
prior to trial, the court excluded any reference to a diagnosis of PTSD or 
Laursen's military service overseas. (JT Tr., p.30, Ls.6-9.) The court did not, 
however, limit Laursen's ability to testify about his own mental state the morning 
of his crimes, just the cause of his mental state being PTSD. (JT Tr., p.31, L.15 
- p.32, L.7.) Laursen did testify that he was intoxicated and not thinking straight 
the morning of the offense. (JT Tr., p.130, Ls.4-8, p.156, L.7 - p.157, L.24, 
p.169, Ls.20-21, p.171, Ls.11-15, p.227, L.22 - p.228, L.4.) Because evidence 
of a diagnosis of PTSD was not relevant to whether Laursen had the mental 
state of intent to commit theft, the district court properly ruled it inadmissible. 
D. Any Error In The Exclusion Of Laursen's Testimony That He Suffered 
From PTSD When He Burglarized Two Vehicles Was Necessarily 
Harmless 
"Error may not be predicated upon a ruling which admits or excludes 
evidence unless a substantial right of the party is affected .... " I.RE. 103(a). 
See also I.C.R. 52 ("Any error, defect, irregularity or variance which does not 
affect substantial rights shall be disregarded."). "The inquiry is whether, beyond 
a reasonable doubt, a rational jury would have convicted [the defendant] even 
without the admission of the challenged evidence." State v. Johnson, 148 Idaho 
664, 669, 227 P.3d 918, 923 (2010) (citing Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18, 
24 (1967); Neder v. United States, 527 U.S. 1, 18 (1999)). The State has the 
burden of demonstrating that an objected-to, non-constitutional error is harmless 
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beyond a reasonable doubt. State v. Perry, 150 Idaho 209, 222, 245 P.3d 961, 
97 4 (2010). 
The evidence against Laursen, aithough circumstantial, was very strong. 
The evidence showed two separate victims had items stolen from their vehicles 
which had been parked in the area Laursen was found. (See generally, JT Tr., 
p.47, L.10 - p.78, L.13.) Laursen was found in possession of many of the 
stolen items. (See generally, JT Tr., p.82, L.9 - p.100, L.2.) Laursen testified 
throughout the trial about his inebriated state on the morning in question. (JT 
Tr., p.130, Ls.4-8, p.156, L.7 - p.157, L.24, p.169, Ls.20-21, p.171, Ls.11-15, 
p.227, L.22 - p.228, L.4.) There is nothing before this Court to indicate 
testimony that Laursen suffered from PTSD would have altered a jury verdict by 
eliminating the necessary intent to commit the burglaries. 
This court can conclude beyond a reasonable doubt that the jury would 
have found Laursen guilty had the challenged testimony of suffering from PTSD 
been admitted. 
CONCLUSION 
The state respectfully requests this Court to affirm the district court's order 
withholding judgment. 
Dated this 2nd day of J nuary, 
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